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The	Panel	is	not	aware	of	any	other	legal	proceedings	which	are	pending	or	decided	and	which	relate	to	the	disputed	domain	name.

	

The	Complainant	is	the	owner	of	the	ARCELORMITTAL	trademark	in	different	jurisdictions.	By	way	of	example,	an	International
trademark	with	registration	number	947686,	registered	on	August	3,	2007.

	

The	Complainant	is	a	steel	manufacturing	company	doing	business	worldwide.

The	Panel	recognizes	the	distinctive	and	well-known	character	of	Complainant´s	ARCELORMITTAL	trademark.

The	Complainant	maintains	a	portfolio	of	domain	names	incorporating	the	ARCELORMITTAL	trademark,	where	<arcelormittal.com>	is
registered	on	January	27,	2006	and	redirects	to	its	official	website.

The	disputed	domain	name	<arcelorrmiital.com>	was	registered	on	November	5,	2025	and	is	inactive.

	

OTHER	LEGAL	PROCEEDINGS

IDENTIFICATION	OF	RIGHTS

FACTUAL	BACKGROUND

PARTIES	CONTENTIONS

https://udrp.adr.eu/


THE	COMPLAINANT	
The	Complainant	contends	that	the	requirements	of	the	Policy	have	been	met	and	that	the	disputed	domain	name	should	be	transferred
to	it.	
In	particular,	the	Complainant	alleges	that	the	disputed	domain	name	consists	of	a	misspelling	of	the	Complainant’s	ARCELORMITTAL
mark,	specifically	adding	the	letters	“r”	and	“i”	but	where	the	trademark	remains	recognizable.	Thus,	the	dispute	domain	name	is
confusingly	similar	for	the	purposes	of	the	first	element.

Further,	the	Complainant	contends	that	none	of	the	circumstances	described	in	paragraph	4	(c)	of	the	Policy	applies.	Indeed,	says	the
Complainant,	the	Respondent	is	not	commonly	known	by	the	disputed	domain	name	since	it	is	not	identified	in	the	Whois	database	as
the	disputed	domain	name	and,	neither	the	Respondent	has	any	business	with	the	Complainant.	The	Complainant	also	asserts	that	he
has	not	given	to	the	Respondent	a	license	or	authorization	to	make	use	of	the	ARCELORMITTAL	trademark	or,	to	apply	for	registration
of	the	disputed	domain	name.

Since	the	ARCELORMITTAL	trademark	is	widely	known,	the	Respondent	had	knowledge	of	the	Complainant	when	registering	the
disputed	domain	name.	Indeed,	says	the	Complainant,	the	misspelling	of	its	trademark	in	the	disputed	domain	name	is	evidence	of	bad
faith	registration.

Finally,	the	Complainant	supports	a	finding	of	bad	faith	use	based	on	the	inaction	of	the	disputed	domain	name	and	also	for	the
activation	of	the	Mail	Exchange	(“MX”)	records,	which	suggests	it	may	be	actively	used	for	email	purposes.

THE	RESPONDENT
No	administratively	compliant	Response	has	been	filed.

	

The	Complainant	has,	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	Panel,	shown	the	disputed	domain	name	is	identical	or	confusingly	similar	to	a	trademark
or	service	mark	in	which	the	Complainant	has	rights	(within	the	meaning	of	paragraph	4(a)(i)	of	the	Policy).

	

The	Complainant	has,	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	Panel,	shown	the	Respondent	to	have	no	rights	or	legitimate	interests	in	respect	of	the
disputed	domain	name	(within	the	meaning	of	paragraph	4(a)(ii)	of	the	Policy).

	

The	Complainant	has,	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	Panel,	shown	the	disputed	domain	name	has	been	registered	and	is	being	used	in	bad
faith	(within	the	meaning	of	paragraph	4(a)(iii)	of	the	Policy).

	

The	Panel	is	satisfied	that	all	procedural	requirements	under	UDRP	were	met	and	there	is	no	other	reason	why	it	would	be	inappropriate
to	provide	a	decision.

	

1.	 			Identical	or	Confusingly	Similar

The	Complainant	has	shown	rights	in	respect	of	the	ARCELORMITTAL	trademark	for	the	purposes	of	the	Policy.	The	Panel	finds	that	a
misspelling	as	it	occurs	in	<arcelorrmiital.com>	does	not	avoid	confusing	similarity	for	UDRP	purposes	because	Complainant´s
trademark	is	easily	recognizable	in	the	disputed	domain	name.	The	Respondent	simply	added	"r"	and	"i"	and	deleted	"t"	letters	of	the
Complainant´s	trademark,	but	no	distinctiveness	was	raised	from	it.

The	applicable	Top	Level	Domain	(‘TLD’)	in	a	domain	name	is	viewed	as	a	standard	registration	requirement	and	as	such	is
disregarded	under	the	first	element	test.

The	Panel	finds	the	first	element	of	the	Policy	has	been	established.
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NO	RIGHTS	OR	LEGITIMATE	INTERESTS

BAD	FAITH

PROCEDURAL	FACTORS

PRINCIPAL	REASONS	FOR	THE	DECISION



2.	 			Rights	or	Legitimate	Interest

Paragraph	4(c)	of	the	Policy	sets	out	non-exclusive	examples	in	which	the	Respondent	may	establish	rights	or	legitimate	interests	in	the
disputed	domain	name.	However,	while	the	burden	of	proof	in	UDRP	proceedings	rests	on	the	complainant,	panels	have	recognized
that	proving	a	respondent	lacks	or	rights	or	legitimate	interests	in	a	domain	name	may	result	in	the	often-impossible	task	of	“proving	a
negative”.	Accordingly,	panels	have	established,	since	the	inception	of	the	UDRP,	that	it	is	sufficient	to	raise	a	prima	facie	case	against
the	respondent	and	then	the	evidential	burden	of	production	shifts	to	the	respondent.	See	CAC-UDRP-106452

According	to	the	evidence	in	the	file,	the	Panel	finds	that	none	of	the	circumstances	described	in	paragraph	4(c)	of	the	Policy	can	be
inferred.	Besides,	having	admitted	a	finding	of	typosquatting	in	the	disputed	domain	name,	the	Panel	finds	that	the	clear	intent	of	the
Respondent	was	to	give	the	false	impression	of	being	the	Complainant.	Thus,	the	Panel	cannot	find	rights	or	legal	interest	for	the
Respondent.

The	silence	of	the	Respondent	not	filing	a	response,	prevents	the	Panel	from	pondering	any	circumstance	or	evidence	to	decide
otherwise.

The	Panel	finds	the	second	element	of	the	Policy	has	been	established.

3.	 		Register	and	Use	in	Bad	Faith

Noting	that	bad	faith	under	the	UDRP	is	broadly	understood	to	occur	where	a	respondent	takes	unfair	advantage	of	or	otherwise	abuses
a	complainant’s	mark,	the	Panel	now	looks	at	the	third	requirement	of	the	test.

In	the	present	case,	the	Panel	finds	that	the	Respondent	targeted	the	Complainant	and	its	trademarks,	seemingly	for	its	well-known
value.	Therefore,	the	Panel	concludes	that	the	Respondent	knew	or	should	have	known	about	the	Complainant	and	its	trademarks	at
the	time	of	the	registration	of	the	disputed	domain	name.	Thus,	the	registration	was	made	in	bad	faith.

Regarding	the	use	of	the	disputed	domain	name,	the	Panel	notes	the	short	period	of	time	between	the	registration	of	the	disputed
domain	name	and	the	filing	of	the	Complaint.	While	the	Respondent	has	the	right	to	apply	for	a	domain	name	on	a	“first	come,	first	serve
basis”	under	the	UDRP,	the	Complainant	has	the	right	to	have	a	brand	protection	mechanism	by	using	UDRP.	Being	that	as	it	is,	the
Panel	finds	that	the	circumstances	which	matter	in	this	case	are	the	well-known	value	of	the	ARCELORMITTAL	trademark,	the
targeting	of	Complainant´s	trademark	by	the	Respondent	and,	the	lack	of	response	filed	by	the	Respondent	which,	all	altogether,	make
that	the	Complainant	has	made	out	a	prima	facie	case	for	this	requirement.	Thus,	it	is	the	Respondent	who	should	have	come	forward
with	evidence	to	warrant	that	he	complies	with	the	commitments	as	established	in	paragraph	2	of	the	Policy.	But	what	we	have	in	the	file
is	the	lack	of	a	credible	explanation	for	the	Respondent’s	choice	of	the	disputed	domain	or	demonstrable	preparations	to	use	it	in	a	bona
fide	manner.

Accordingly,	the	scenario	depicted	leads	the	Panel	to	apply	the	Passive	Holding	Doctrine	as	requested	by	the	Complainant	and,
therefore,	the	registration	and	use	of	the	disputed	domain	name	was	in	bad	faith.

	

The	Panel	finds	that	the	Complainant	has	established	the	third	element	of	the	Policy.

	

	

Accepted	

1.	 arcelorrmiital.com:	Transferred
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